nvironmental governance has received considerable attention from the social sciences for at least 50 years. Although multiple interpretations of this term can be found, we define environmental governance broadly here as attempts by governing bodies or combinations thereof to alleviate recognized environmental dilemmas. Sociologists have historically played a relatively minor role in this field, which may be largely due to the prevalence of "human exemptionalism" in sociology, or the tendency to exclude anything but "social facts" in analysis (Catton & Dunlap, 1978; Dunlap & Catton, 1994) . Recently, however, a spate of monographs, edited volumes, and special journal issues attests to the rapid development of and future potential for research on environmental governance, both conceptually and empirically, among scholars in the subdiscipline of environmental sociology. Early research on environmental governance, conducted predominantly by political scientists, asks pointed questions about the conditions under which environmental policy is formulated or whether such policies are effectively implemented within existing bureaucratic structures (see Sabatier, 1979, for review) . By contrast, more recent scholarship by environmental sociologists and others on, for example, the risk society (Beck, 1995 (Beck, , 1999 , ecological modernization (e.g., Hajer, 1995; Sonnenfeld & Mol, 2002; Spaargaren & Mol, 1992) , and world society (Frank, Hironaka, & Schofer, 2000) employs higher order levels of abstraction to theorize macro-social processes that are increasingly defined by international or global linkages. This more metatheoretical focus on the role of states in either mediating or exacerbating environmental degradation has the potential to contribute to the larger, interdisciplinary dialogue on contemporary environmental governance. We provide a review of conceptual and empirical literature as a means of taking stock of current scholarship and suggesting directions for future research that attends to some of the gaps our analysis identifies.
Our approach is two tiered. We begin with a presentation of the six primary conceptual perspectives that have been developed during the past several decades, which we have been able to identify based on their regularity of occurrence in textbooks, journal articles, and professional meeting presentations that the authors have been exposed to during the past 10 years of specialization in this area. These include pluralism, agency capture, ecological Marxism, ecological modernization, social constructionism, and global environmentalism. These are presented in roughly chronological order, noting some of the "cross talk" that has informed debate among and within each. Next, we provide a systematic analysis of academic journal coverage of environmental governance research during the period 1963 to 2001, describing the field in terms of journal type, type of article (theoretical, empirical, book review), regional focus, and method.
Taken as a whole, our review reflects the extent to which research on environmental governance is rich with empirical insights and new theoretical developments from a broad set of disciplines and subdisciplines in the social sciences. At the same time, several opportunities for further advancement remain. Specifically, social scientists need to focus on the following key themes in future research: (a) a recognition of the interdisciplinary nature of this body of scholarship, such that future disciplinary work builds on an extensive and vibrant literature toward which multiple other disciplines have contributed; (b) an expansion in the number of comparative studies, particularly including countries in varying political and economic positions in the global polity; (c) an increased attention to the role of societal sectors in addition to environmental movement organizations, for example industry, labor unions, and scientific organizations; (d) a greater level of incorporation of state theory, particularly with respect to understanding the nature of state expansion; and (e) a broadened research beyond a state-centered or society-centered focus to include explicit examination of state-societal relations.
CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT IN ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE
The past 50 years of scholarship on the role of states in environmental governance, as reflected in books, journal articles, and professional meeting presentations to which we have been exposed, appears to fall into six predominant conceptual perspectives. These include pluralism, agency capture, ecological Marxism, social constructionism, ecological modernization, and global environmentalism. This organization roughly represents a chronology of theoretical advancement in this research area. It is important to note, however, that there has been a tremendous overlap among the perspectives discussed not only in time but also within single research projects. As such, this typology is not intended to suggest necessarily 472 ORGANIZATION & ENVIRONMENT / December 2004 mutually exclusive or contending theories. Rather, their distinctiveness lies in the research questions asked, methods employed, and lessons learned (see Table 1 ).
Pluralism
Pluralism is easily the perspective that has been relied on most frequently to explore systems of environmental governance (Buttel, 1985) . Most of this vast body of research has been committed to evaluating the formulation and eventual effectiveness of particular environmental policies, guided by the premise that public policy is the outcome of competing interests and limited resources and that the appropriate role of state institutions is to provide a fair framework within which these social decision-making processes play out (Young, 1981) . Overall, researchers in this tradition ask the question, How can government institutions aggregate the multiple competing interests in the environmental realm to produce effective policy? Pluralists who evaluate environmental policy have expressed a tendency to focus on government institutions themselves more often than their counterparts in other policy areas, who tend to focus on interest groups. This tendency has fostered a willingness to contemplate the interests and behaviors of the state, pushing this tradition into new theoretical directions while still maintaining the pluralist ideal (e.g., Klyza, 1992; R. Miller, 1987) .
Several of the findings from this body of work bring out important features of political systems that render environmental policy (including natural resource policy) problematic. Caldwell (1970) noted that the prevalence of individualistic, frontier, laissez-faire attitudes among American publics have inhibited efforts by state actors to assume greater levels of responsibility for environmental management. According to others, even when environmental concerns do emerge, the plurality of interests in environmental issues has caused conflicting goals within the state apparatus (Wilds, 1990 ), leading to legislative or bureaucratic stalemates and policy incoherence (Hoberg, 1992; R. Miller, 1987; Young, 1981) . The fragmented, decentralized nature of bureaucratic state apparatuses themselves has also contributed to ineffectiveness as agency mandates come into conflict and are easily accessible to special interest groups. The weaknesses inherent in such a fragmented apparatus are only compounded by behavioral tendencies to resist reform, such that agencies become "mummified" (Caldwell, 1970; Mazmanian & Nienaber, 1979) . Sanjour (1992) , a former employee of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, provided support for this thesis with a scathing account of organizational behaviors that reward conformity and inaction in that agency.
Numerous subsequent perspectives have challenged assumptions about the neutrality of state actors and the depiction of societal interests competing on an equal playing field where resources, and the government itself, are accessible to those with sufficient organizational skills. Social scientists have pointed to the several structural features of social systems that pluralism fails to capture. Nonetheless, many bureaucratic agents continue to see their primary responsibility as the pursuit of the public interest, and their actions can in large part be explained by their attempts to pursue their office according to this ideal. The means by which multiple and competing interests frustrate policy efforts in land and resource management, for example, remains an important component of environmental policy. Pluralism consequently will remain an important approach to contemporary research on environmental governance, particularly given the increasing emphasis on consensus building and public participation in environmental policy making. Davidson, Frickel / ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE 473 
Agency Capture
Among the most long-standing bodies of scholarship represented in our typology is a particular strand of research that focuses on environmental and natural resource bureaucracies, many noting the tendency for resource agencies to become dominated by a constituency of resource users, particularly in the local context where formal (nationally delegated) authority holds less historical legitimacy (Long, 1949; Selznick, 1949 Selznick, /1980 . Although initially this form of clientelism was viewed as a source of agency strength and efficiency (Redford, 1969) , other researchers began to criticize this relationship as a form of agency capture, such that agency agendas became driven by industry constituents, leading to counterproductive policy results in natural resource management (Kaufman, 1960; McConnell, 1970) . This theme was readily adopted by authors of popular proenvironmental works such as Daniel Barney's (1974) The Last Stand and Jack Shepard's (1975) The Forest Killers. These accounts highlight a number of precarious features of environmental regulation: (a) regulatory agencies face the need to maintain regular dialogue with their constituencies, yet this interchange itself increases the likelihood for co-optation; (b) natural resource management agencies tend to face the dual mandate of promoting exploitation of the very resources they are required to protect; and (c) those agencies that have the most powerful constituencies tend to gain more administrative favor, whereas agencies whose constituencies are relatively less organized, such as wildlife management or environmental protection agencies, continuously face shortages in the resources needed to function (Culhane, 1981 ; see also Clarke & McCool, 1985) . The number of volumes produced by laissez-faire proponents to counter these sentiments are at least as numerous, asserting that the excessive powers delegated to environmental and land management agencies have caused inefficient policy outcomes (e.g., Boyd & Hyde, 1989; Reich, 1962) , laying the groundwork for a contentious debate that persists today, bolstered by the rapid spread of neoliberal-style economic management in recent decades.
It is interesting that the rise of environmental interests has been treated in contradictory ways, with some scholars having highlighted the ability of emergent environmental interests to disrupt the tendency for capture in natural resource agencies by counterbalancing the power of traditional resource agency constituencies (Culhane, 1981) . Others have blamed environmental pressures for disrupting policy-making efforts (Campbell, 1988) . More recent work outlines a far more subtle depiction of capture as a phenomenon to be measured by degrees rather than absolutes. Through multiple stages of reinterpretation of complex, ambiguous policy statements, environmental policy undergoes "bureaucratic slippage," resulting in actions contrary to initial policy intent (Freudenburg & Gramling, 1994) .
Although research on agency capture reveals a number of the sociostructural nuances of state-led environmental governance, it also tends to leave the more macro-structural features of the state-capital relationship underexplored (for extended critiques, see O'Connor, 1988 O'Connor, , 1998 Schnaiberg & Gould, 1994) . This may in part be due to the historical tendency for agency capture researchers to focus on these relationships at the local rather than the national or international level. In addition, the predominant focus on observable power struggles has left unexplored the role of Lukes's (1974) second and third dimensions of power. Finally, the symbolic and ideological features of environmental and natural resource management largely have escaped notice. An instructive exception is Nancy Langston's (1995) work demonstrating that even a purportedly autonomous agency-the U.S. Forest Service-can end up contributing to the degradation of forest resources not due to their capture by timber interests but instead, to their overconfidence in a sense of scientific control over the forest ecosystem.
Far more important than the limits of agency capture research are its contributions, particularly its progressive depiction of state institutions and societal interests as mutually constitutive at a time when most social scientists treated states and societies as independent realms. Perhaps the most important contribution of pluralist and agency capture accounts combined, however, is their tendency to emphasize all stages of policy making, particularly policy implementation. The scope of most of the research to be discussed in the four perspectives described below, in contrast, tends to be limited to policy formulation and the establishment of new governing institutions.
Ecological Marxism
The prospect of exploring conceptually the role of states in environmental wellbeing in a more comprehensive or macro-theoretical manner did not emerge until the 1980s, beginning with a handful of neo-Marxist accounts of the contribution of capitalist states not to environmental management but to its degradation. According to this position, states are constrained by the logic of capital, either at the national (O'Connor, 1988 (O'Connor, , 1998 Schnaiberg & Gould, 1994) or world system level (Chase-Dunn, 1989; Chew, 1995; Moore, 2000; Roberts & Grimes, 2002) . The primary focus of empirical environment-society research undertaken in the world systems tradition has been the establishment of an empirical relationship between environmental degradation and economic expansion in world systems historically by tracing the historical links between a nation's entry into the global economy and the resultant economic trajectories pursued. In a recent review, Roberts and Grimes (2002) discussed the pivotal role played by world systems theory in understanding the means by which national productive systems shaped by global economic forces lead to environmental degradation and constrain the nature of political responses. The work of Schnaiberg, Bunker, and others focuses much more specifically on the role of nation-states. Focusing on the United States, Schnaiberg and Gould (1994) , for example, developed the premise that capitalist states inevitably contribute to environmental decline and are limited in their ability to promote substantive environmental improvement due to their necessary role in supporting the treadmill of production associated with capitalist economic growth. Other scholars have drawn similar conclusions regarding the tendencies for states to contribute to environmental degradation but have placed greater faith in the ability of a strong ecological movement to enhance state potential for promoting environmental improvement within capitalist economies (e.g., Murphy, 1994) .
Strategies used to achieve these ends include environmental managerialism or legislating enough protection sufficient to deflect criticism but not enough to derail the growth engine (Redclift, 1986) or enacting policies that are sufficiently ambiguous so as to maintain legitimacy while still promoting the interests of capital (Modavi, 1991) . In one of the few accounts of environment-state intersections in developing countries, Bunker (1985) depicted a less determinist capitalist state, suggesting that the existing policy imperatives and economic relationships specifically developed by the Brazilian state ensure the country's position in the global economy as a peripheral, extractive region. The reliance on extractive economic enterprises in turn fosters the continued decline or simplification of the regional economy, society, and ecosystems, leaving the state without sufficient social orga- Davidson, Frickel / ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE 475 nization and surplus production to facilitate the restructuring of environmentally degrading extractive economies (see also Barham, Bunker, & O'Hearn, 1994; Bunker & Ciccantell, 1995) . More recently, Sonnenfeld (1998) found that despite improved efficiencies in the Southeast Asian pulp and paper industries, newly industrialising countries dependent on extractive industries may be subsidizing the dematerialization (substitution of high technology for raw material inputs) in the North by "super-materialising" their own industrial processes. In a similar vein, Ciccantell (2001) showed how states use supranational policy arrangements to promote the interests of capital: The hegemonic position of the United States helped to ensure cheap access to Canadian natural resource supplies through NAFTA to maintain U.S. industrial growth.
Ecological Marxists have received their fair share of criticism, particularly for the rather deterministic depiction of states and social forces (Hannigan, 1995; Spaargaren & Mol, 1992) . Others have noted the tendency to treat the environment as a singular phenomenon with taps and sinks, thereby ignoring or explaining away the high variability in environmental resources and processes (Buttel, 1998) as well as the means by which environmental dilemmas are socially constructed (Hajer, 1995) . Finally, ecological modernizationists in particular have criticized ecological Marxists' overemphasis on the role of states (and social actors) in environmental degradation, shifting gears to focus on the role states play in environmental improvement (Buttel, 1998) or more broadly treating the environment as a feature in reflexive modernization (Mol, 1996) . This said, neo-Marxists have presented a more developed theorization of states than many of the scholars in any of the other perspectives, and their understandings of the structural constraints posed by capital are certainly persistent features of environmental state building today, particularly for developing and newly industrializing countries.
Ecological Modernization
Ecological modernization offers a more optimistic perspective to counter the sentiments of neo-Marxists. Having emerged from sociological observations of several instances of environmental improvement in industrialized countries, ecological modernizationists have sought to explain the means by which the environmental problematic has informed institutional transformations in industrialized social systems. Proponents of ecological modernization have emphasized how state and economic actors in industrialized nations have increasingly expressed a willingness to support ecological improvement as a rational response to environmental and material limits (Sonnenfeld & Mol, 2002) . These tendencies, thus, offer hope that with time, these actions will accumulate and the internalization of environmental costs will become a significant theme of reform in existing politicaleconomic structures (Buttel, 1998; Spaargaren & Mol, 1992) enabled by advances in environmental sciences and technologies (Mol, 1996) . Relying on primarily Western European nations as exemplary cases, ecological modernization scholars have examined sectoral trends toward energy efficiency, waste reduction, and heightened levels of environmental responsibility expressed by industries and have postulated that a given country's economic advancement will depend on such ecological modernization efforts. These efforts are presumed to be most effective in political climates in which such actions are rewarded and in which the resources are available to support the necessary research and development (Sonnenfeld, 2000) .
For every empirical study supportive of the potential for ecological modernization, there are now a number of empirical analyses that raise numerous caveats regarding the propensity for industry actors to undergo the "greening" process of their own accord, particularly when we move beyond the advanced countries of Western Europe. As noted by Buttel (2000c) , ecological modernization is derivative of modernization theories, rendering its utility much greater for that minority of countries that have followed a classic modernization pattern of development, and does not apply well to developing countries. Studies of newly industrializing countries such as Viet Nam, for example, emphasize the need to refine ecological modernization theory to reflect specific local conditions beyond the Western European context (Frijns, Phuong, & Mol, 2000) . In some cases, rather than ecological improvements, ecological subversion is evidenced, particularly in countries with struggling economies such as those making up the former Soviet bloc (Anderson, 2002) . Ecological modernizationists have readily attested to the fact that these concepts may not be attributable to all political and economic contexts. But this framework may be limited in the types of environmental issues at stake as well. Given the predominance of technology and market-based solutions, concerns such as resource consumption, biological diversity, and environmental justice are not particularly conducive to ecological modernization (Weidner, 2002) . Others have warned that the "incremental changes" that ecological modernization has to offer, even within the industrial systems for which it is suited, will ultimately provide an insufficient means of addressing environmental dilemmas (Ashford, 2002) . Perhaps most significantly, the notion that ecological modernization proceeds more or less automatically through rational adjustments by institutional actors presents a rather static image of industrial actors, not to mention nation-states.
These cautions should not be used to undermine the significance of this line of research. Ecological modernization, as is also true of pluralism, is both social theory and political ideology; in fact, it may be the predominant political ideology in environmental policy making today (Hajer, 1995) . As such, regardless of whether one abides by its precepts, analyses of its employment by political actors will continue to be an important role for environmental state researchers in years to come (see Davidson & MacKendrick, 2004) . Ecological modernization also describes a particular feature of what may become a much larger social metamorphosis toward reflexive modernity or the "creative self-destruction of industrial society" noted by Beck, Giddens, and Lash (1994) and, hence, may serve as one of the more prominent features of social change experienced today, one that will be especially evident in the adoption by states of new roles and practices.
Social Constructionism
Social constructionists examine "how people assign meaning to their world" (Hannigan, 1995, p. 33) . Environmental social scientists adopting a constructivist perspective turn their attention to the processes of environmental claims makinghow social and political understandings of nature and environmental problems are crafted, contested, and legitimated (or not; Buttel & Taylor, 1992; Hannigan, 1995) . To the extent that environmental governance is not likely in the absence of societal perceptions that conditions of environmental "crisis" are acute, widespread, and irreversible, social constructionism has much to offer realist environmental social scientists who interpret the environmental claims of state actors, scientists, social movements, and other stakeholders at face value (Buttel, 2000a, Davidson, Frickel / ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE 477 pp. 27-28). Three distinct yet complementary intellectual traditions inform contemporary social constructionist scholarship on environmental governance.
One is research on symbolic politics, a term introduced by American political scientist Murray Edelman (1964; see also Modavi, 1991; Molotch, 1970) . Symbolic politics represents a "soft" form of constructionist argument that attends to the ideological dimensions of political rhetoric and has loose affinities with the construction of social problems perspective in sociology (e.g., Spector & Kitsuse, 1977) . Research in this tradition examines the tendency for states to develop rhetorical strategies designed to manufacture and/or reinforce publics' convictions that environmental problems are being competently addressed when in fact the opposite is true. Such actions are enabled by the ability of industry and state actors to control environmental rhetoric during controversies or contribute to a "culture of silence" altogether (Beamish, 2000 (Beamish, , 2001 , particularly when those phenomena are ambiguous or characterized by high degrees of scientific uncertainty, as are several environmental and technological risks (Beck, 1999; Freudenburg, 1996; Freudenburg & Pastor, 1992) .
A second stream is rooted in European cultural theory and discourse analysis. Where the symbolic politics tradition views power relations in terms of politicians' more or less overt efforts to manipulate unsuspecting publics, discourse analysts tend to adopt a Foucauldian view of power as enmeshing with and constitutive of political and social structures. According to Hajer (1995) , for example, "The politics of discourse is not about expressing power-resources in language but is about the actual creation of structures and fields of action by means of story-lines, positioning, and the selective employment of comprehensive discursive systems" (p. 275). From this perspective, discourses are contested fields of meaning whose contours delimit both the actors that can legitimately engage in politics and the issues that are subject to debate (Fischer & Hajer, 1999; Hajer, 1995; Jasper, 1990; Yearley, 1996) . One of the important methodological contributions of works in this vein involves the tendency to view relations among state and societal actors as mutually constitutive rather than independent. Grossman (2000) , for example, showed how neoliberal discourses during NAFTA negotiations reflected power relations among corporate interests, environmental organizations, and the state. In another study, Hajer showed how the discourse of ecological modernizationespoused by nongovernmental and governmental actors alike-has become a hegemonic story line in contemporary environmental debates, the adoption of which can become a central feature in the maintenance of legitimacy of a political institution. The means by which organizational contests over political discourse can lead to dramatic policy shifts may be even more visible at the level of the local state, as illustrated in Browne and Keil's (2000) study of city planning and air quality management in Los Angeles, California.
Finally, social constructionist research on environmental states is being strongly influenced by the science studies tradition that sees science and politics as deeply intertwined (Yearley, 1996 (Yearley, , 1997 . In examining "the institutional, cultural, and political forces that shape the production and validation of scientific arguments as well as their uptake into individual and collective choices around the world" (C. Miller & Edwards, 2001b, pp. 11-12) , science studies perspectives shed considerable light on the relationships linking science, environmental knowledge, and environmental policy (e.g., Arai, 2001 , on nuclear power station siting; C. Miller & Edwards, 2001a , on climate change; Palladino, 1996, on pesticide regimes; Scarce, 2000, on salmon biology and management; Buttel & Taylor, 1992 , on global envi-ronmental problems). The upshot of much of this constructivist research is that environmental policy action often depends greatly on how science is "represented" or "framed" in different contexts by different stakeholder groups.
Although social constructionism has been sharply criticized in environmental sociology for "ignoring" or otherwise bracketing the "fact" of biophysical nature (Dunlap & Catton, 1994; Murphy, 1994) , the perspective is particularly useful as it informs realist analyses of social institutions, organizations, and social groups involved in environmental statecraft. Indeed, those efforts to understand the institutionalization of environmental policy regimes are left wanting to the extent that they discount as peripheral the contests over the nature of "nature" that lie at the heart of environmental conflict. Social constructionist revelations regarding, for example, the ability of a particular discourse to become hegemonic and, hence, stifle debate (see especially Goldman, 2001) , and the ability of symbolism to prolong environmental degradation, thereby contributing to the potential for crisis (e.g., Clarke, 1993; Langston, 1995) , are notable contributions that other schools of thought tend to underplay.
Global Environmentalism
Finally, the most recent body of literature focuses specifically on external or supranational pressures on nation-states. Scholars of global environmentalism focus on the potential for global environmental problems, and particularly the internationalization of environmental politics, to encourage environmental state building at the nation-state level. Global environmental crises problematize the boundaries of territorial states and, hence, the capacity for domestic political response (Gould, Schnaiberg, & Weinberg, 1996; Hopgood, 1998) , and create a global "risk society," breaking down long-standing social cleavages (Beck, 1995) , both of which have elevated environmental issues onto the international political agenda. Although many globalization scholars have stressed the means by which global environmental problems have propelled us toward alternative, and especially international, forms of governance (see, e.g., contributors to Young, 1999) , others have pointed to the continued relevance of nation-states (Sonnenfeld & Mol, 2002) yet have found encouragement in the ability of world society environmental pressures (Frank et al., 2000) and the challenges of economic globalization (Weidner, 2002) to foster the rapid expansion of national structures of environmental protection and improvement. Scholars have argued that these pressures lead nation-states to assume greater environmental responsibility, as evidenced through the establishment of national environmental ministries, parks and protected areas, and national environmental policy (Frank, 1999) , as well as increased engagement in international environmental treaties (Dietz & Kalof, 1992; Roberts, 1996) .
Although Buttel (1998) agreed that the time has come for researchers to address recent sources of ecological improvement, he nonetheless cautioned that nationstate responses to world society environmental pressures would follow a varied and at times contradictory pattern. Ministries of environment in developing countries can achieve little in the absence of capacity-sufficient resources and political teeth to implement and enforce real and lasting conservation policies (Buttel, 2000b; Roberts, 1998) . In one of a small number of studies that extends this work to focus on capacity building, Weidner (2002) warned that although institutional environmental capacities have indeed improved in many countries in recent decades, variations in the rates of improvement can be expected based on domestic characteristics, particularly the extent of democratization. On the other end of the Davidson, Frickel / ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE 479 spectrum, the Bush administration's recent dismissal of the Kyoto Protocol reveals only too clearly the willingness of economic hegemons to blatantly ignore international pressures for state action that (ostensibly) prioritize ecological sustainability over national economic growth. Goldman (2001) extended this well-warranted caution regarding the presumed contribution of world society to environmental improvement by employing some of the insights of social constructionism, noting the extent to which the hegemonic tendencies in the discourse of global environmentalism describe a "green neo-liberalism" that may impose particular forms of environmental meaning onto nation-states (see also Shiva, 1993) . In particular, "new global forms of legality and eco-rationality . . . have fragmented, stratified, and unevenly transnationalized Southern states, state actors, and state power" (Goldman, 2001 , p. 500).
ACADEMIC JOURNAL COVERAGE OF ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE
To capture historical trends in social scientific research on environmental governance, not only in conceptual developments but also in the methods and foci of empirical research, we conducted queries of the Sociological Abstracts academic journal database, a search engine that represents multiple social science disciplines in addition to sociology. We searched for articles in which one of five keyword sets were used: environmental politics, ecological politics, green politics, nation-state and environment, and environmental governance. After removing duplications, association articles, books and book chapters, dissertations, and articles published in the journal Environmental Politics that for obvious reasons, were included in the query but did not expressly address environmental governance, we were left with 254 total cases. We then categorized each case according to several criteria, using the article abstracts as a basis. First, we divided the sample according to whether the article was an empirical study, a nonempirical commentary or theory piece, or a book review. Second, we noted the regional focus and empirical method of the work if appropriate (see below). Finally, to assess the extent to which mainstream sociology journals were receptive to articles on environmental governance, we cat- egorized each case according to the type of journal in which it was published, using three categories: (a) journals committed to the discipline of sociology; (b) other social science journals, which included a variety of disciplinary journals in political science, history, anthropology, and law, among others, and multidisciplinary social science or humanities-based journals, or (c) interdisciplinary journals committed specifically to some aspect of the nature-society relationship (e.g., Capitalism, Nature, Socialism, Environmental Politics).
ORGANIZATION & ENVIRONMENT / December 2004

RESULTS
Our queries reveal a number of notable patterns in this body of scholarship. The first trend of note is the tremendous growth in this area of inquiry just in the past 5 years (see Figure 1 ): Despite the fact that environmental politics has been a notable component of contemporary society since the early 1970s, more than 60% of the total number of articles in the sample were published since 1996, with the years 1996 and 2000 standing out with the highest number of publications, 33 and 36, respectively. The rapid drop-off in 2001 is most likely attributed to the database for 2001 being incomplete at the time of our query.
Not surprisingly, the United States clearly stands out as a favored regional focus, with 20 studies, or 14% of all empirical case studies on this country alone. Studies of countries in the western and southern regions of Europe combined make up another 24% (see Figure 2) . Studies that include only these and other Western industrialized nations (e.g., Canada) encompass 50% of the empirical studies in the sample (noted in Figure 2 as West Group). The growth of empirical examinations of non-Western countries has expanded tremendously in recent years, however, including countries in Africa, Latin America, the Middle East, and Micronesia, among others (noted in Figure 2 as Developing Group). As can be seen in Figure 3 , much of the expansion in total number of annual publications is due to the growing Davidson, Frickel / ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE 481
FIGURE 1: Thirty Years of Journal Coverage on Environmental Governance
number of studies being undertaken in non-Western countries. We found 12 studies of countries in Eastern Europe and countries of the former Soviet Union, and 10 studies from countries across Asia. The number of studies in Africa and Latin America remain low, with only 5 studies in Latin American countries and 2 in Africa. Another recent trend, evident in Figure 3 , is the dramatic growth in studies focusing on international or global political phenomena.
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The empirical research was differentiated further by categorizing the articles according to whether they represent a single-case study, a national-comparative case study, or a large-sample, quantitative analysis (see Figure 4) . Because we were particularly interested in the degree to which either of the latter two methods have been employed, the term single-case study is used rather liberally to include all studies that focus solely on environmental governance within one country or a singular aspect of international environmental governance, such as an evaluation of the impact of environmental organizations on the World Trade Organization. As might be expected, single-case studies describe a predominant component of empirical research, making up 84% of empirical cases examined. The rising interest in international governance has led several researchers to adopt large-sample, quantitative analyses, but these still represent a small minority of studies-5 of the cases in our sample. Perhaps the most notable gap is the use of comparative case study methodology, showing up in only 17 studies or less than 7% of empirical studies examined.
In addition, the empirical studies were categorized according to whether the research is state centered or clearly focuses on some aspect of the state apparatus, focuses on environmental social movements, focuses explicitly on relations between the two, or focuses on some other component of society (e.g., industry, labor, religious institutions; see Figure 4 ). Analyses of environmental movements represent a clear majority of studies at 79 studies or 56%. State-centered studies came in at a distant second place, making up 30% of empirical studies. A far smaller number of studies focus on other sectors of society, accounting for only 8 cases in our sample. Ecological modernizationists' interest in the improvement efforts of industrial actors has encouraged recent expansion of coverage of the roles and actions of this sector, but we found only 1 study of the role of labor unions and 1 study of a religious organization in environmental governance. The small number of studies that explicitly focus on the relationships between state institutions and one or more sectors of society was particularly surprising, considering Davidson, Frickel / ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE 483 FIGURE 4: Distribution of Empirical Method recent acknowledgements of network governance as a rising trend in politics (e.g., Evans, 1995; Roseneau, 1997) . Studies of state-societal relations made up only 12 studies or 8% of the sample.
Finally, we divided the sample into three groups according to type of journal, to assess which journals have been more receptive to research on environmental governance, as a means of assessing the allegations made by Dunlap and others (e.g., Dunlap & Catton, 1994; Catton & Dunlap, 1978) that mainstream sociology has been resistant to works that explicitly treat the natural environment as a realm of sociological focus. As shown by the small number of articles represented in sociological journals (see Figure 5) , sociologists who focus on environmental governance have come to rely on multidisciplinary social science journals or a handful of interdisciplinary journals that focus explicitly on the society-nature relationship to publish their work. Mainstream sociology journals are consistently minor players; in fact, the majority of articles we found in sociology journals were book reviews. Several recent publications suggest this may be changing, however: 20 of the 30 papers in our sample that were published in sociology journals have appeared since 1996. The growth of environmental sociology as a subdiscipline is discussed further among contributors to a special symposium on environmental sociology in a 2002 issue of Organization & Environment. As emphasized by Murphy (2002) , the increasing penetration into and subsequent hybridization of nature by society has become so acute that the incorporation of nature into analysis has become imperative to the discipline of sociology.
DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
The past 50 years have seen a significant level of scholarly effort in research on environmental governance. The six perspectives summarized above indicate a level of interdisciplinarity and its associated theoretical eclecticism that is in no way atypical of the "scattered landscapes" that characterize environmental social science more generally (Spaargaren, Moll, & Buttel, 2000, p. 2) and that we take as a sign of intellectual vibrancy and health. The six perspectives represent a chronology of changing political circumstances as much as they suggest evolving conceptual developments. Early pluralist work on natural resource policy was developed prior to any conceptualization of an environmental state, much less the presence of a strong internationally based environmental civil society. In contrast, recent ecological modernization and global environmentalism research reflects observations of alternative styles of governance that have emerged to support state-societal "specialist networks," and the growing prevalence of a global environmental polity. Judging from the recent publication of several monographs and edited volumes devoted in part or whole to the subject, research on environmental governance, particularly environmental states, continues to attract increasing levels of scholarly attention and shows no sign of slowing. The future work of scholars interested in environmental governance, both historically and in contemporary society, will benefit from respecting the interdisciplinary and cumulative nature of conceptual developments in environmental governance, rather than abiding by theoretical or disciplinary boundaries. Not surprisingly, given the area's relative youth in comparison to other areas of political research and its rapid rate of recent growth, some weaknesses or thin spots are inevitable. These represent opportunities for further advancement of scholarship on environmental governance that we outline below.
Empirical and Methodological Breadth
Considered as a whole, extant research tends to be relatively concentrated along methodological lines and relatively fragmented along substantive or topical lines. Methodologically, research on environmental states is top heavy with case study research developed within specific nation-state contexts. Studies of highly industrialized states, primarily those in North America and Western Europe, are overrepresented. This is doubly troubling because, generally speaking, not only are the insights gained from case studies of limited utility in other contexts but also the preponderance of cases representing a few economically and politically powerful but nonrepresentative states may additionally encourage inappropriate generalizations. Although the case study approach offers much in the way of pragmatic utility, in short, there are significant points of distinction within the complex realm of environmental politics that tend to get glossed over, or missed altogether, as a result. The small but growing body of recent work in developing and newly industrializing countries, many of which have been mentioned above, has already expanded our understanding of the potential for improvements in environmental governance, highlighting considerations such as degree of dependence on extractive industries, dependence on international institutions for financial support, level of democratization, and variation in institutional capacity, not to mention the presence of alternative ideological conceptions of the society-nature relationship. Future efforts that expand on recent research explicitly designed to exploit crossnational comparisons across a variety of political, cultural, and economic contexts (e.g., Weidner, 2002; Weinthal, 2002) will be an important direction for empirical investigation and theory building.
In addition, although the tremendous impact of environmental organizations on political systems should not be undermined, the role of other societal groups in environmental governance demands a greater proportion of empirical attention Davidson, Frickel / ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE 485 than has been the case in the past. The sample of journal articles analyzed here suggests that several societal organizations-labor, scientific, and religious organizations to name a few-whose contributions to environmental politics have been significant, have received inadequate attention by empirical researchers. Finally, the tendency to focus only indirectly on state-societal relations within studies that focus more closely on either the state or a particular sector of society also suggests an important gap to be addressed in future research.
Lessons From State Theory
Research on environmental governance takes account of numerous institutions and organizations and increasingly, these bodies are defined at the international level. The one institution that remains the center of environmental governance, however, has been and will likely continue to be the nation-state, and it is in this realm that we feel environmental sociologists can offer particularly important contributions to the interdisciplinary field of research on environmental governance. The relevance of the nation-state has been duly noted by political scientists and environmental sociologists focusing on governance (e.g., Sonnenfeld & Mol, 2002 ), yet many of these works, if they pay empirical attention to the state at all, tend to focus on a particular body of policy or bureaucratic infrastructure while treating "the state" conceptually as a nomothetic entity to which little analytical attention is accorded. As a result, synergistic opportunities that may be offered by incorporating contemporary state theory have largely been passed by (Buttel, 1985; Grossman, 2000) . Such efforts can certainly contribute to state theory, but it can also contribute to that central problematic that underlies nearly all of environmental social science: how social systems come to terms with the increasingly contentious relationship between environmental and natural resource parameters, or more specifically, the contradiction between nation-states'roles in capital accumulation and environmental protection.
Such synergy can explore, for example, the similarities between processes of environmental state building and welfare state building, whether governing the more symbolic realms of environmental quality require different conflict resolution mechanisms than does governing of material goods distribution, the extent to which a given nation-state can still rely on its territory as a source of power and authority when that territory becomes environmentally degraded, and whether the contentious relationship between state autonomy and environmental globalization observed by world society and ecological modernization scholars is more or less equivalent to, or qualitatively distinct from, the means by which economic globalization poses challenges to nation-states.
Environmental state research can also be valuable in that environmental and natural resources issues are particularly revealing of both the subnational and supranational context of nation-state activity, areas that state theorists have yet to address adequately within existing theoretical bounds. Of the supranational context, little need be said here; world society scholars have already made this point effectively. This very emphasis on international politics encourages a comparative lack of attention toward the subnational context of nation-state activity, however, and sometimes detrimentally so. Given that even global environmental issues tend to manifest in a decidedly localized context and that even in centralized nationstate apparatuses, responsibility for the implementation of environmental and natural resource policy is often delegated to local and regional administrative offices, the "local state" is and will continue to be an important forum in which environmental politics plays out (e.g., Evans, 2002; Peluso, 1992) .
One of the most stubborn knowledge gaps has been in the development of operationalizable definitions of state interest. Most works discussed above either presume the nature of state environmental (in)activity to be a response to interest group pressure from domestic or international origins or simply assume the preexistence of state responsibility for environmental well-being. The implicit message from much of these works is that a state's actions toward the environment arise in the context of legitimation: The nature of state action toward the environment can be explained by the efforts of state actors to maintain legitimacy among a given set of civil society actors. The prospect of autonomous state interest in environmental sustainability-in essence, action, undertaken to redefine state roles, that is motivated by processes of rationalization-is in many instances presumed but not problematized (for further discussion, see Frickel & Davidson, 2004) . Although Buttel (1998) introduced the possibility for sustainability to be a necessary rationalization role for states to undertake, the conditions that are likely to facilitate or hinder the emergence of autonomous state interest in this area remain to be conceptualized and empirically tested. There may well be historical justification for this tendency: Political pressure from resource users and environmental interests has indeed been among the primary inducements to environmental state action in industrialized nations in past decades. Nonetheless, recent work on environmental actions taken by non-Western states indicates the potential for far-reaching shifts in nation-state policy in response to environmental crises, particularly when a clear link between degradation and human well-being can be shown. Lang (2002) , for example, traced the efforts by the Chinese government to ban logging in an effort to curb flooding. The development of a comprehensive nation-state agenda to address environmental sustainability may well be premised on the development of autonomous state interest through rationalization. Although, as Lang's analysis emphasizes, capacity remains a limiting factor to state-led rationalization efforts, there would appear to be far more potential for political change during periods of rationalization. In those instances in which nation-states respond only to concerns for legitimacy, previous research shows us the result: Nation-state environmental activity will continue to be characterized by incremental, incoherent, and at times directly conflicting political actions that are more often designed to appease political interest groups rather than address environmental degradation and have the potential to become dominated by corporate interests based on this group's ability to co-opt environmental discourse to its own advantage.
CONCLUSION
Sociologists have in the past been minor contributors to what has become a broad interdisciplinary discussion of environmental governance, and we expect this is in no small part due to the lack of disciplinary rewards accorded to researchers from the discipline of sociology. The resistance until recently of mainstream sociological journals to publish such work is just one manifestation of this negative reinforcement of the human exemptionalist paradigm (Krogman & Darlington, 1996) . Despite these disciplinary sanctions, environmental sociologists have begun to play a growing role in research on environmental governance, relying on interdisciplinary journals such as Organization & Environment to publish their work. The recent receptivity by sociology journals to research on environmental Davidson, Frickel / ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE 487 governance indicates a positive shift that may encourage further contributions from young sociologists who might otherwise limit their endeavors to more traditional fields of sociological inquiry.
Several theoretical and methodological gaps remain to be filled to advance our knowledge of environmental governance, particularly comparative case study research that includes countries from both the developed and developing worlds. One of the most significant advances we hope to see in future research, and toward which we believe environmental sociologists can play a central role, will be further analysis of nation-states in environmental governance, or what has increasingly come to be called the environmental state. By incorporating state theory into conceptual and empirical work on environmental states, we will be better equipped to delineate in what contexts nation-states are capable of contributing to environmental improvement and in what contexts the onus for improvement will likely fall to other governing bodies or fall by the wayside altogether.
NOTES
1. Although this method is not likely to capture all published articles on this topic, after an initial review of articles the authors already had on file, we felt confident that the use of these five keyword sets captures a reasonably large sample to be representative of the total. A query using the keyword environmental policy derives a much larger volume of articles (1,472 hits from 1963 to 2002), but we perceived the five keyword sets identified to be more likely to capture those articles that addressed environmental governance more broadly. In addition, although the Web of Science's Social Sciences Citation Index would likely have retrieved a larger sample, the Sociological Abstracts database dates back to 1963, whereas the Web of Science only dates back to 1974.
2. Although abstracts are by no means an adequate means of capturing scholarly works in their entirety, they do at least provide sufficient information for the purposes of evaluating a number of general characteristics of interest in this analysis.
